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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED        

    FORUM FOR REDRESSAL OF GRIEVANCES OF CONSUMERS      

         P-1 WHITE HOUSE, RAJPURA COLONY, PATIALA

Case No. CG-85 of 2011
Instituted on : 23.6.2011
Closed on  : 11.8.2011
Sh.Surinder Kumar Palta,
New Kichlu Nagar, Part-II,

Hambran Road, Ludhiana.




Petitioner

Name of the Division:   Agar Nagar, Ludhiana.
A/c No. MT-04/12
Through 

Sh. Charanjit Singh, PR

V/s 

PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD
       Respondent
Through 

Er. Pardeep Gupta,  ASE/Op. Agar Nagar  Divn., Ludhiana.              

BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having a LS connection with A/C No. MT-04/12, in the name of Sh.Surinder Kumar Palta,Ludhiana  with sanctioned load of 190.650 KW/135KVA. 
Addl. SE/MMTS-II, Ludhiana downloaded the data of the meter of the consumer on 7.1.09, 29.5.09,10.8.09, 5.11.09, 8.1.10 and 2.8.10, it has been noticed  that the consumer has violated PLHRs and WODs. The details of violation period and amount charged is given below: 

DDL dt.
Amt.charged
Amt.charged
Period of 


On PLV(Rs.)
on WOD (Rs.)
violations.

7.1.09
58,575/-

-


26.11.08 to 6.1.09
29.5.09
-


21,274/-

23.3.09 to 25.5.09
10.8.09
15,030/-

-


1.6.09 to 8.8.09
5.11.09
19,710/-

-


27.8.09 to 4.11.09
8.1.10
      171/-

-


31.12.09

2.8.10
10,868/-

-
  

1.6.10 to 31.7.10



1,04,354/-

21,274

AEE/Commercial, Agar Nagar Divn., Ludhiana charged Rs.1,25,625/- to the consumer on account of PLV and WOD violations. The consumer  has deposited penalty of Rs.91,541/-.
The consumer filed his case before CDSC . The CDSC heard the case on 16.2.2011 and decided that the amount charged to the consumer which stands deposited without any protest, is in order and recoverable.
 Not satisfied with the decision of the CDSC, the appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum and the Forum heard his case on 7.7.2011, 26.7.2011, 4.8.2011 and finally on 11.8.2011, when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On 7.7.2011, PR submitted Power of Attorney in favour of him duly signed by proprietor and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

ii) On 26.7.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op. Agar Nagar ( Spl.) Divn. Ludhiana and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL stated that  the  reply submitted  on 7.7.2011   may be treated as their written arguments.

PR submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the representative of PSPCL.

iii) On 4.8.2011, A fax message has been received on dated 2.8.2011 from ASE/Op. Aggar Nagar Divn. Spl.  PSPCL, Ludhiana in which he intimated that due to some urgent work he is unable to attend the meeting on 4.8.2011 and requested for giving another date.

iv) On 11.8.2011, PR contended that as stated earlier the concerned Operation Division has violated the rules as because the PLV should have been conveyed immediately to the consumer through notice before the second block, but the same was not done and each time PLV charges were added in current bills which is illegal and unjustified. That when MMTS came for routine checking then we pointed out/conveyed them regarding the drift in the RTC of the meter which was very well checked by the MMTS vide report No. 12/1334 dt. 24.12.2010 and stated that the drift of 34 minutes in the RTC of meter is really there. But in all the other checkings prior to this one the MMTS failed miserably to mention the IST and left the space blank and this negligency of MMTS resulted in wrong penalty of PLVs. That PL timings for the month of August is from 19.30 hrs. to  22.30 hrs. but here the PLV charges has been charged wrongly at the timings of 23.00 hrs., which should be deleted and also the PLV penalty should be quashed/waived off by keeping in view the drift of 34 minutes which was already there but was ignored by the MMTS by not mentioning the IST on the checking reports as each minutes is counted very important for the peak load timings. Moreover, the petition and the written arguments should be taken as a part of oral discussions. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that the consumer has been violating the PLHR regularly and knowingly and also depositing the PLV charges. The fact is that the cost of violation is very meager as compared to running of DG set during the Peak load hours because consumer is not using the full sanctioned load. The consumer has deposited the PLV charges of the DDL dated 7.1.09 and still after 7.1.09 he continuously violated PLHR during the period of DDL taken for 29.5.09, 10.8.09, 5.11.09, 8.1.10 and 2.8.10. As per as drift in the meter RTC is concerned i.e. after the violation period, the drift was noticed first time in the DDL taken on  24.12.10. The timing of PLHR during the month of Aug. is 19.30 to 22.30 hrs. and if the amount charged for this month beyond the PLHR timings the same can be corrected. 

Both the parties had nothing more to say and submit.

The case was closed for speaking orders.

 Observations of the Forum:

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available, Forum observed as under:-
i)
The appellant consumer is having a MS connection with A/C No. MT-04/12, in the name of Sh.Surinder Kumar Palta,Ludhiana  with sanctioned load of 190.650 KW. 
ii)
Addl. SE/MMTS-II, Ludhiana downloaded the data of the meter of the consumer on 7.1.09,29.5.09,10.8.09,5.11.09,8.1.10 and 2.8.10, it has been noticed  that the consumer has violated PLHRs and WODs. 
AEE/Commercial, Agar Nagar Divn., Ludhiana charged Rs.1,25,625/- to the consumer on account of PLV and WOD violations. The consumer  has deposited penalty of Rs.91,541/-.

iii) The consumer contended that he has not been timely informed by the Op. Division, the occurrence of PLV through notice before the second block and each time PLV charges were added in current bills and consumer  further pleaded that there was drift of 34 minutes as per MMTS checking report No.12/1334 dt.24.12.10.
iv) The representative of the PSPCL contended that the consumer has been violating the PLHR regularly and also depositing the PLV charges. The drift was noticed first time in the DDL dt.24.12.10 and all the PLV/WODs violations were noticed prior to MMTS checking dt.24.12.10.
v) Sr.XEN in the proceeding has further contended that the penalty charged to the consumer on account of violation is very meager as compared to running of DG set during the peak load hrs., because consumer was not using full sanctioned load.

vi) Forum observed in the DDL dt.7.1.09 that there are continuous violation through out the PLHRs timing which are intentional and can not be said as a effect of drift.   Similarly in the DDL dt.2.8.10, where violations have been recorded at 23.00hrs. and if drift effect of even half an hour is considered, there are still violations at 20.00hrs. This also shows that the consumer has not observed PLHRs faithfully.
Decision
Keeping in view the petition, reply, written arguments, oral discussions, and after hearing both PC and PO, verifying the record produced by both the parties and observations of Forum, Forum decides to uphold the decision of CDSC taken in its meeting held on 16.2.2011. Forum further decides that the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer alongwith interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.
(CA Parveen Singla)      (K.S. Grewal)                     ( Er.C.L. Verma )

   CAO/Member                Member/Independent          CE/Chairman    
CG-85 0f 2011

